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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .114. Applicant's submission filed on 25 
August 2005 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are moot in view of 
the new grounds of rejection presented in this Office Action. 

3. Claims 1 , 21-59 are pending and rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. It is not clear how an action to be taken by an information 
object is executed by the user. 

The art rejection is applied to claim 30 as best understood in light of the rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph discussed above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1 , 23-28, 30-32, 36, 39, 41 , 42, 47, 49, 57 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by Lai et al "Object Lens: a spreadsheet for 
cooperative work", ACM 1989, pages 332-353, provided by the applicant. 

Regarding claim 1 , the claimed apparatus reads on the Object Lens system of 
Lai (see pages 348-350). The claimed user input device and user output device have to 
be present in the system of Lai since it is a computer system for users to share tasks. 
The claimed parser to identify a keyword in the input message, to associate the input 
message to an information object associated with the keyword and to classify the 
message as a particular message reads on the fact that Object Lens sorts messages 
into folders according to who is to perform a task, which project it involves and so forth 
(see 4.1 Task Tracking). The claimed keyword is met by the task or project. The 
claimed information object associated with the keyword is met by the person performing 
the task. The claimed "indication of an action to be taken by the information object in 
response to the message from the user" is met by the fact that any task involves an 
action to be taken by the person asked to perform the task. 

Claim 36 essentially recites the user interface, parser and output device of claim 
1 . The claimed "plurality of information objects, each information object coupled to one 
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or more keyword" is met by the plurality of people performing a task (see 4.1 , page 
348). 

Claim 49 essentially recites a method for the system claim 1 , thus is rejected for 
the same reasons stated in claim 1 above. 

Regarding claim 57, the claimed system is met by the Object Lens of Lai, which 
uses an intelligent message sorting system to disseminate engineering change notices 
to the appropriate people in an organization (see 4.2, pages 348-349). Lai discloses a 
plurality of keywords (Parts affected, type of change, severity, page 349), each 
associated with one or more information objects (engineering change notice), each 
information object designed to execute one or more action (change notices clearly 
involves actions to be executed), the keyword including an alias created by a user to 
customize the user's interaction with the system (Figure 9). 

Claim 23 merely reads on the fact that each person asked to perform a task is 
assigned by the user in the Object Lens system of Lai (see pages 348-349). 

Regarding claim 24, the action to be taken by each person is clearly based upon 
the contents of the input message other than the keyword since the keyword is simply a 
task or project. 

Regarding claim 25, Lai discloses the action combines data from the input 
message with data extracted from other sources determined by the information object 
(see Figure 1). 

Regarding claims 26, 39, Lai discloses querying one or more data sources (see 
Figure 7). 
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Regarding claim 27, Lai discloses providing the indication of the action after the 
message is completely entered but before the message is sent when Lai shows the 
user enters a message asking a person to perform a task (see 4.1 ). 

Regarding claim 28, the system of Lai has to present output to indicate presence 
of the keyword to the user since the message indicate the task or project (see 4.1 ). 

Claims 30, 31 , 32 merely recite intended use of the user input device. The input 
device in the system of Lai clearly allows users interactions and selection before 
dispatching the message (see Figures 1-2). 

Regarding claim 41 , the user in the systems of Lai clearly may override the 
selection of the information object since the user distributes tasks to people in 
cooperative work (see 4.1 ). 

Regarding claim 42, Lai discloses one or more aliases for the keyword created 
by the user to enable customization (see Figure 9). 

Regarding claim 47, the claimed first and second devices are met by the different 
user devices in the cooperative work environment of Lai (see the abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 21, 22, 29, 33-35, 37, 38, 40, 43-46, 48, 50-56, 58, 59 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lai et al "Object Lens: a spreadsheet for 
cooperative work", ACM 1989, pages 332-353, provided by the applicant. 

Regarding claims 21 , 22, although Lai does not specifically show how the parser 
detects the keyword and what reparsing is based on, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to include any criteria depending on users requirements. 

Regarding claim 29, since the system of Lai is a cooperative work system, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a mechanism to 
override the information object and redirect the action if deemed necessary in order to 
properly distribute the task. 

Regarding claim 33, although Lai does not specifically show a list of keywords 
and actions for the user to review while composing the message, since the system 
allows distribution of tasks and projects to people, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the claimed features in order to aid the user in 
selecting qualified people for each task or project. 

Claim 53 recites an apparatus similar to the apparatus of claim 1 with the added 
limitation of immediately detecting the keyword as the keyword is entered. Although Lai 
does not specifically show when the keyword is detected, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to include detecting the keyword immediately as the 
keyword is entered in order to recognize tasks or projects as soon as they appear in the 
message. 
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Claims 34, 56 merely recite an intended use of the user input device. Lai 
discloses adding an alias to keyword to customize the user's interaction with the system 
(see Figure 9). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the 
alias to invoke the information object in subsequent user messages in order to save 
time entering the keyword. 

Claim 35 again merely recites an intended use of the user output device. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the output device of Lai to 
present any information required by the user. 

Regarding claims 37, 38, since the system of Lai is for cooperative work, it 
clearly includes client devices having user interface and output device and a server. 
Furthermore, although Lai does not specifically show mobile client system and where 
the database and parser reside, since mobile systems provide flexible work 
environment for clients, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include mobile client devices and make the object database and parser reside at the 
server in order to have a centralized database to facilitate cooperative work. 

Regarding claim 40, since the information object includes people performing a 
task, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a data 
repository or data source on a remote server in order to serve different clients working 
in a cooperative environment of Lai. 

Regarding claim 43, official notice is taken that it is well known in the art to wait 
for confirmation prior to triggering an action. Since the system of Lai distributes work to 
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people, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
claimed limitations in order to allow verification by the user. 

Regarding claims 44, 45, although Lai does not specifically show continuously 
parsing the user input message to immediately detect the keyword and display 
information to the user, since the system is used to distribute tasks to people based on 
the keyword, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
continuously parse user input message and immediately display information upon 
detection of the keyword in order to take action as soon as there are tasks to distribute. 

Regarding claim 46, Lai discloses the information displayed comprises an identity 
of information object when Lai shows the identity of a person performing the task (see 
4.1). 

Regarding claim 48, Lai discloses sending the message to other users (see the 
abstract). Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include a header based on keywords in order to summarize the message. 

Claims 50, 51 , 54, 55 merely read on the fact that different users have different 
requirements for parsing. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to include any parsing criteria to accommodate users' requirements. 

Regarding claim 52, using a default is notoriously well known in the art. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
claimed features while implementing the system of Lai in order to automatically assign 
tasks. 
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Regarding claims 58, 59, although Lai does not specifically show where 
messages are being sent, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to include sending to another user or to storage depending on the message type as 
claimed in order to route the message to its correct destination. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Uyen T. Le whose telephone number is 571-272-4021 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 571-272-4023. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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